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Response to Comment Letter L8:

L8-1 Refer to response to comment L6-1.

L8-2 DOE has added the impacts of the No Action alternative in Tables S-7 and 4-30.

L8-3 Refer to responses to comment L3-1 and L7-2

L8-4 Refer to responses to comment L6-4.

L8-5 Refer to responses to comment L6-4.

L8-6 Refer to response to comment L6-6.

L8-7 Impacts to trespassers were not considered for the action alternatives because the impacts on
a trespasser would be small relative to the impacts for the agricultural scenario which was
analyzed for the action alternatives.

For the No Action alternative, which assumes that the tank tops collapse, DOE did not model
the potential exposures to potential future residents in a house built over the HLW tanks.
DOE assumed that the collapsed tank tops would preclude building a residence over a tank.

L8-8 DOE believes that Section 4.1.3.2 describes the primary references requested by the
commentor (i.e., Hamby 1992 and NRC 1977).

L8-9 DOE has applied the appropriate standards for the media discussed in the tables cited by the
commenter.

L8-10 See response to comment L6-3.  Section 2.4 has been modified to address this concern.  DOE
believes it objectively analyzed the impacts of all the alternatives.


